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DECLARETION FOR THE RECORD OF DIClSION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION: Operating Industries, Inc., Monterey
Parx, California

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE:

This decision document represents the selected remedial
action for the Operating Incdustries, Inc. site developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP)
(40 C.F.R., Part 300).

ne State of Califorria has concurred with the selected remedy.

STATEMENT OF BASIS:

This decision is baseld upon the administrative recoré (index
attached). The attachel inlex icdentifies the iters which comprise
the aZninistrative reccré updon which the selection of a remedial
action is besec.

DISCRIPTION OF THT SELECTEIZ REMZIDY:

The selectel remeldy consists of an on-site leachate treatment
using the Rliternative #5 treatment process at a facility to be
Cesignes and contructed 2t location B as presented in the
Leachate Mzrnagement Feasibility Studly. The selected remedy
represents an opera-le unit consistent with the final remecdial
action.

Declaraticns

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environrment and has beern determined to be cost effective
anc consistent with the final remedial action. This remedy
attains the lejally applicable or relevant and appropriate
reguirements of other Federal and State public health or
environmental laws, This remedy satisfies the preference for
treatment that reduces toxicity, wobility, or volume as a
principal element. Finally, it is determined that this
remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

".16. 87 Jc-&_ W e

Date John Wise
Deputy Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA Region 9
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Record of Decision
Concurrence Page

Site:

Pperating Industries, Inc. Monterey Park, California

The attached Record of Decision package for the Operating
Industries site, Monterey Park, California has been reviewed ang

1 econcur with the contents.

4.2447

Date

/,'._- - . ’/
/ sy ﬁc

N i
l\“.(.':l.( 4 R T B S

Steve Anderson
cting Deputy Regional Counsel
Office of Regional Counsel

ST e

Acting Director
Tcxics & Waste Management Divisicn

/@y,&/& L

Barry’ Seraydariaf

Director
Water Management Division

@M‘/Lﬂuxm

Director
Air Management Division

t ZM" (j/ Mi’ﬂ
Charles W.

Murray, Jr.
Assistant Regional AdministraYor

Office of Policy and Managemem:
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES

FAVIRZVIE N 3 11
Sal8amiIN"D Ca 934

Novesber 16, 1587

. Keith A. Takata, Chief

Sperfond Progra~s Banch

U.S. BErviromental Protection
Agency - Region XX

215 Freont Street, T=4

Sa~, Francisce, G 64103
Dear Mr, PEtaza: /(,&"Zév
/

1EAZLTE MRAREEEDT FEASIEILTTY STUDY, OFZRATING INDUSTRIES, INC., IADFIIL
We have reviesed the sutiect sty ad agree with the preferred altesmative
cf on-site treaent, as presented therein, We feel that this altermative is
mcre protective ©f poklic health anxd the eTviromment than the othes
altermatives presented, and provides the best sclution to the interir
rerazement of lezzhate and other liguids generatec at the site.

Reca-dine the siting of the proposed treatrent facility, we believe it should
be loca*ec as cliose to the site as feasirle. In this recard, we are in
atTecent that the northern 45-acre parcel is a suitarle site for this
parpose.

Fiease call me cr Agelo Bellmo at (213) 620-23B) if you wish to further
discuss this ratter,

Sincerely,

K Er am

Alex R. Cunningham
Chief Deputy Director

cc: C. David Willis
Argelo Bellaw
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Decision Summary
Operating Industries, Inc.

Monterey Park, California

Sectember 109E7
Freparel by Kevin 1. Dick
Enforcement Response Section
Stvperfund Programs Branch
Toxics an? Waste Management Division
Uritel States Environmental Protection Agency
215 Fremont Street

San Francisco, California 94105
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Decision Summary
Operating Industries, Inc. Site
Monterey Park, California

Site Location ané Description

The Operating Industries, Inc. (Ol11) site is located
approximately 10 miles east of Los Angeles in Monterey Park,
California (see Figure 1). The OII site consists of a 190-acre
lJandfill which was operated from 1946 to 1984 and was used
for disposal of municipal and industrial waste. The landfill
contains hazardous waste and hazardous substances and was
liste2 on the National Priorities List in May, 1986.

The Pormcne Freeway civides the site into a 45-acre northern
parcel and a l45-acre scuthern parcel. The top of the south
parcel of the landfill is about 150 to 250 feet above the ground
surface and the botto- of the landfill is about 200 feet below
grouncé surface. Elevation of the upper surface of the south
parcel of the lancdfill is about €20 to 640 feet above Mean Sea
Level (MSL).

The Ol site is presently owned by the former operators,
Operating Industries, Inc. The EFA has been conducting site
control ané monitoring (SCM) activities at the site since 011
ceasel performing these activities in May, 1986. 1In acddition,
EFA has concducted a number of emergency actions to mitigate
potential threats to putlic health ané the environment. The
site has become more stabilized as a result of the SCM activities
and the emergency actions.

The City of Monterey Park has a population of 54,338 (1960 Census).
The City of Montebello, which borders the southern parcel of the
lan2fill, has a population of 52,929 (1980 Census). Several residences
of Montebello are located immediately adjacent to the boundaries
of the landfill. Within a three-mile radius of the site, there
are approximately 53,000 residences.

The perimeter of the southern parcel of the landfill is
fenced. Entrance is restricted and 24-hour security is provided.
Several businesses are currently operating on the northern 45-
acre parcel. These businesses have a lease arrangement with the

operators.

Site History

Landfill operations at the site began in 1948. From 1948
to 1952, the site was used by the City of Monterey Park to Gispose
of municipal garbage. Prior to 1948, the site and surrounding
areas were quarriec for sands and gravels. In January 1952, the
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site became @ privatelv-owned landfill under the ownership of
Ol11. From 1852 to 1%b84, the site wes operated as a landfill for
municipal ang industrial ligquicd anc soiic wastes. In 1974, the
Ponoma Freeway was constructed. The freeway split the landfill
into a north and a south parcel. 1In June 1975, waste disposal
operations were curtailed in the northern parcel. Operations
were then limited to the area south of the freeway.

On October 6, 1954, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) first permitted disposal of liquids at 0I1 which
was known as Monterey Disposal Company Dump at that time. Some
of these liquids, and some liquid industrial wastes disposed
prior to the Board's permit, are considered to be hazardous by
current Federal and State statutes and regulations. 1In 1975, a
32-acre area in the western part of the southern parcel was
esta-lishel 2c the area of liquid waste disposal and was permitted
to accept Class 1I-]1 wastes. Waste disposal operations ceasel in
October 1984.

The OI1 site wes placel on the California Bazardous Waste
Pricority Liet in Jenvary 1984, The 0OI1 site was proposed for the
Feceral National Priority List (NFL) of uncontrolled hazardous
waste sites in October 1984 and was finalized on the NPL in May
19¢€€.

Over its 3€-year life span, the 011 landfill has accepted
the following types of wastes: resicdential and commercial refuse;
water-insoluble, nondecomposatble inert solids; liquid wastes;
various hazarcous wastes including wastewater treatment sludge
from production of chrome oxide green pigrment; and slop oil
erulsion sclids and tank bottom sludges (leadec) from petroleum
refirning operations.

In 1974, Getty Synthetic Fuels, Inc. (GSF) entered into
a contractual relationship with OII for the extraction cf gas
from the landfill for processing and sale to Southern California
Gas Corpany. OGSF's gas extraction system went into operation in
1979. 1In March, 1986, GSF ceased its gas processing activities
and applied to the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQrD) for a permit to construct an electrical generating
plant. At that time, GSF began to flare the extracted gas in
an incinerator until final permits for construction of the
electrification plant were issued. GSF also applied for a permit
from the City of Monterey Park for discharge of treated effluent
to the sewer. 1In January, 1986 the City of Monterey Park denied
GSF's permit. As a result, GSF decided to abandon their extrac-
tion operations at the Ol landfill as of March 1, 1987. EPA
took over operation of the GSF system in June, 1987.
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Both lancfill gas and leachate are generated by the 011
site. From April 19E3 to October 1984, about 25,000 gallons
£ leachate per day was collected by Ol1's leachate collection
system and disposed of by mixing with the incoming solid waste.
Since then, collected leachate has been stored on-site in
Baker tanks, and transported to a permitted off-site treatment

facility.

The leachate generatel at the 011 site is a hazardous waste
2s defined by RCRA 261.3 regulations and contains hazardous
organic constituents such as vinyl chloride, trichloroethylene,
benzene and toluene.

Land uses around the landfill began to undergo significant
changes in 1974. These changes included construction of the
Porone Freewzy (1974), ani increasel residential development
within Montebello City limits to the southwest (1975) and
south (1976) of the facility. A residential area is directly
acdjacent to portions of the southern and western boundaries of
the landfill.

Discuecsion of FPest Activities

A nurber of site protlems have been identified by State and
Feleral rezulatcry agencies. These include:

® Hezaréous leachzte seepaze and breakthrough on
the lan2fill slopes.

© Subsurface ané off-site micgration of leachate.

° High landfill gas (methane) levels exceecding the
lower explosive limit in nearby residential areas.

° Vinyl chloride present in ambient air emissions
and in subsurface gas on-site and off-site.

° Underground fires and associated subsidence
on-site.

© Slope instability and erosion problems.
® surface runoff from the elevated £fill area.

® Groundwater contamination from leachate and
migrating landfill gas.

®* Noxious and offensive odors on- and off-site.
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Fertial contrcl measures perforreZ on-site by the owner in
prior years include:

© 1Installation of a leschate collection system.

® Development of an sir-cike a2ir irjection system on
" the west side of the site to control subsurface gas
migration.

® 1Installation of gas extraction wells around the
perimeter (except for the air-dike area) of the
site and a gas flaring station.

° Site contouring, slope terracing, and vegetation.
° Covering refuse with additional fill.

The partizl control measures instituted by the owner were
insufficient to maintain site integrity anc the EPA, therefore,
instituted eTergency response actions in order to protect public
health, welfare ané the environment. Emergency actions perforred
to date Ly EFA include:

® Slope stability and erosion control improvements,
including construction of a toe buttress,

¢ Surface runocff anc¢ érainage improvements.

® Rehztilitation of the main flare station.

¢ Site security.

© Placement of ventel water meter box covers off-site.

The owner/operator's ability to contrel the environmental
problens and maintain the control systems began to diminish
significantly in late 1984 when it notified EPA and the
California Department of Health Services (DOHS) that it could
no longer afford to truck leachate offsite for treatment. EPA
concducted the leachate trucking and treatment for several months.
Subseguently, DOES assumed responsibility for this activity, while
OI1 continued to attempt to operate and maintain remaining on-site
control systems. On May 19, 1986, OII notified the State that
they intended to discontinue all site control and monitoring
activities on the site except irrigation. The EPA therefore
assumed these activities on May 20, 1986. SCM activities then
continued to be performed by EPA with the State DORS providing
leachate trucking and treatment and OIl providing on-site
irrigation. On December 15, 1986, the State transferred
responsibility for leachate trucking and treatment to the EPA.

EPA has also regquested that OII1 allow EPA to assume full
responsibility for irrigation of the site because EPA believes
OI1 has not properly conducted the activity.
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CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS

Interim actions have been undertaken at the landfill to
control and prevent leachate seeps from occurring. A leachate
collection system was installed in the early 1980's by Ol and
was subseguently expancded orn an as-neececC basis in response to
on- and off-site surface seepage. Leachate generated from the site
is collected by a corbination of shallow collection drains and
deeper leachate wells. There are five areas on the site in which
leachate collection systers are located. These are shown on
Figure 2 and are detailed below.

Area 1

Arez 1 on the southeast side of the site consists of
trenches, perforated pipes, and leachete disposal wells drilled
into éry refuse. Licuid weste disposal was not permittec on
this portion of the landfill. However, there have been leachate
seeps within this area. With the installation of the collection
system, the seeps have aprparently been controllecd. Seismic
stuiies of the lancfill, performed for EPE by Woodward Cly3e
Conscltants (WCC) indicate the absence of any extensive amounts
of liguids in this area.

Irmeliately south of Area I, along the base of the landfill,
2 toc buttress wes recently constructel to stabilize the slopes.
A continuous drain was installe2 within the toe buttress. Leachate
colliected from this Crain is transported to one of three concrete
storage tanks which is periodically pumped out by a vacuum truck.

Area 11

The Area 11 leachate collection system in the lower south-
east portion of the site consists of the six Iguala wells. The
Iguala wells were installed to prevent leachate seeps in the
Iguala Park area south of the 011 boundary. The wells are 70 to
B0 feet Geep, generally extending through approximately 10 to 15
feet of landfill rubbish and into the native earth material. The
wells are equipped with electrically powered submersible pumps.
Leachate collected from the wells is pumped into a collection
manifold pipe connecting the six wells to the underground tanks
in leachate collection Area 111. There are five other wells in
Area 11 which are not connected to the collection system. 1In the
past, leachate has been pumped from these wells into vacuum
trucks. There is no record of pumping for the past several
years.

Two new collection wells were installed in 1986 as part of
the emergency response actions for the site. These wells are
part of the collection system installed to prevent seeps in
the Iguala Park area. The wells are located 50 feet to either
side of well {§L-18.
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Area 111

The leachate ccllection system in Area 111, on the southwest
corner of the site, consists of a series of buried, perforated
pipes and trenches discharging into three buried steel tanks.

The buried steel tanks consist of one 3,500 gallon tank which has
the upper part of both ends perforated, an 8,000 gallon tank, and
a 10,000 gallon tank. Each tank can be individually emptied
through pumping. The tanks are resting in a gravel bed which can
also be pumped to remove leachate collected within the gravel bed
surrounding the tanks. The 3,500 gallon tank, with perforations
in the upper part of each end, is designed to collect leachate in
the gravel becd surrounding the cluster of tanks. All three tanks
are from old vacuum trucks and do not meet current regulations
for underground tanks.

So.thwest and down-slope of the buried tanks, along the
boundary of 0I1, is a french drain system which flows to a
36-inch diameter unlined sump. Leachate is pumped from the
surmp to the buried tanks.

Aree 1V

Leachzte collected in the buriel tanks in Area 111 is pumped
to three 20,000 gallon, above-grounc storage tanks (Baker tanks)
loceted in the vicinity of the scurge tower in Area 1V. Leachate
is removel from the storage tanks by a vacuum truck and trans-
ported off-site for treatment and disposal. During the period
from Arril 19&3 through October 1884, the leachate was trucked
to ané disposed of in the active landfill working area.

The main leachate collection system in Area 1V on the
western side of the site is similar to the system in Area 111,
coneisting of perforated pipe and trenches which feed to an
unlinec¢, 36-inch diameter sump in the vicinity of the surge
tower. The surge tower serves as a standpipe providing adeguate
head to gravity flow leachate into the buried tanks in Area I11.

Area V

The leachate collection system in Area V is very similar to
the syster in Area I, consisting of trenches, perforated pipe and
leachate disposal wells drilled into dry refuse. It is believed
that leachate seeps occurred in this area during the stockpiling
of dirt immediately up-slope. The existing system in Area V is
apparently controlling surface seeps in this area.

In December 1986, approximately 97,000 gallons of leachate
were hauled off-site for treatment and disposal. This repre-
sents a daily average generation of approximately 3,125 gallons
of leachate. EPA has initiated emergency response actions to
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repair ancd improve the exicting leachate collection system.
These repairs and improvements were necessary to reduce the
potential for groundwater contarination from leaking undergrounz
tanks, and to improve the effectiveness of the collection system
to reduce the potential for off-site migration of leachate.
Additional improvements are still necessary to improve the
existing collection system.

Bistorically, EPA has collected between 5 and 6 thousand gallons of
leachate per day. EPA believes the volumes of leachate and other
hazardous liquids from the site reguiring safe management will
increase in the future. The expected increase is based on the
following factors:

¢ The present OI1 leachate collection system is an inadeguate
and poorly designed system in various states of disrepair.
EPA plans to replace and irprove many portions of the
existing system. These improvements should increase the
efficiency of the collection system and consegqguently increase
the volume of leachate collected.

° The existing system may be expanded to de-water inundated
gaés extraction wells and perimeter gas monitoring probes.

® The condensate collected at the 0l1 flare station was
recently connected to the leachate collection syster.
Drip legs in the gas system, which currently re-inject con-
éensate into the lancfill, may be replaced with a condensate
collection syster, Conecting this system to the leachate
collection syster may result in an increase of several
thousands gallons of liquid collected per day.

* EPA has assumed operation of the GSF gas extractions system.
Corndensate generated by the GSF system will also be disposed
of into the leachate collection system. This would represent
an additional volume of 300 gallons per day. Additional volumes
may be collected in the future when EPA addresses the
condensate currently being recirculated into the landfill.

* Extraction of deeper leachate within the landfill in the future
could further increase the volume of leachate collected.

® (Contamination has been detected in the groundwater in the
site vicinity. Extraction and treatment of groundwater may
be required in the future. A pre-treatment plant
could potentially be used for treating this contaminated
water also. During the hydrogeology investigation, the
water generated by well development, purging, and pump
testing may have to be treated prior to discharge.

In light of the factors listed above, a collection rate of 10,000
g2licns per day is considered a good estimate for the purpose of
formulating remedial action treatment alternatives and cost comparisons.
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LEACKETE CEARACTERIZATION

Basel on review of over 70 sets of sampling data from the
past 42 months (January 1983 through July 1986), the quality of
leachate obtained from the OI1 landfill exhibits a high degree of
variability. No consistent sampling and analysis program extencing
beyond a’ few months has ever been undertaken and data reviewed
illustrate the lack of consistent results and difficulty in assessing
the characteristics of a representative sample of leachate.
Although quality assurance information on some of the leachate
data was not readily available, inclusion of all results to
summarize leachate quality was believed to be appropriate to
fully characterize the potential range of contaminant levels which
may be present in OI1 leachate and to therefore evaluate the
degree of flexibility which must be considered for treatment.

The OI1 leachate can be described as a darkly colored ligquid with

a molerate petroleur anc/or musky odor. Past analysis results

have been highly variable and indicate that leachate may contain

2 wide array of orcanic and inorganic pollutants including oil

ang grease, volatile organrics, semivolatile orgarics, sclfides,

a variety of heavy metals, and high levels of chemical oxygen demand,
susperdec sclicds, and total cissclved solids.

A su-~ary cof the range of severel selected constituents found in
Ol1 leachate is presented below:

Range of Values
(mg/L except pH)

TIrimeoter Minimum Max imum
pX 6.6 8.5
©ii and grease 6 296,800
Cherical oxygen demand 750 31,000
Suspended solids 62 62,800
Total dissolved solids 7,226 16,300
Ammonia 720 927
Vinyl Chloride ND 0.50
Methylene chloride ND 16.3
Toluene ND 10.0
Xylene isomers ND 5.0
l,4-Dioxane ND 19.0
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate . ND 60.0
Phenol ND 1.8
Sulfides ND 13.0
Chromim ND 4.81
Arsenic 0.026 4.52
Zinc 0.06 18.0
Sodium 2,200 : 4,500
Calcium 116 367

ND: Not Detected 239
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As illustrated in the table above, many of the EPA Target Cormpourds
(TC) have been identified in OI1 leachate at various times during
the past few years. Heavy metals such as chromium, arsenic, zinc,
cadmium, copper, leal, nickel, mercury, and selenium which are

TCs have been found during elemental analysis of leachate and

have rangeld from below detection limits to several milligrams

per liter. Average and mecian values of heavy metals in the
leachate inlicate that they are commonly found in concentrations
of less than one milligram per liter anc are represented by

cormon mono ang divalent species such as sodium, potassium,
magnesium, calcium and iron. This conclusion was further substan-
tiaté by the high quality NEIC analysis which identified heavy
retal ranging from detection limits to 340 micrograms per liter
and comon metals ranging from 16 to 3400 milligrams per liter.

Over one-third of the orcanic TCs as well as a variety of non-TCs
have been detectel at least once in an OI1 leachate sample.
Orcanics which have been freguently identified in leachate include
volatile arovatic compouncds such as benzene, dichlorobenzene,

ethyl benzere, toluene arnZ xylene isomers, volatile halocarbons
such as l,l=-cichioroethane, methylene chloride and vinyl chloride,
and other veclatile constituents such as acetone, methylethyl ketone
and cdioxane isorers. Several sermivolatile TCs were also freguently
icdentifieé¢ inclucing severzl phencl species, several phthalate
esters, naphthezlene, pherienthrene and 2-methylnaphthalene. These
organics, alcng with many less freguently detected organic
corstituents, have been founé to be present in leachate at levels
rancing from cdetection limits to several milligram per liter.
Average anZ mecian values for organic TCs indicate that they are
usually present in concentrations of several hundred micrograms per
liter or less. The high gquality NEIC analysis generally substantiated
this conclusion although high levels of 1,4 Dioxane (13 mg/l)., 2-
methyl-2-butanocl (1.4 mg/l), 2-methyl-2-propanol (2.0mg/l) and

bis (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (1.1 m3/1) were identified in this
particular sargple.

Several analyses for organic constituents in OlI leachate have
indicated the presence of a complex organic matrix which consists
largely of undifferentiated weathered hydrocarbon species which

are not normally identified using conventional gas chromatographic
and gas chromatographic/mass spectroscopic techniques. Occasicnally,
analyzing laboratories have estimated the concentrations of organic
acids and n-alkanes present in leachate. One set of results for

8 leachate sample taken in June of 1984 reported estimatd levels

of butanocic, pentancic and hexanoic acids at levels of 1.6, 1.9,

and 3.1 milligrams per liter respectively. Other labs have estimated
the levels of various n-alkanes (from 9 to 31 carbons) on several
occasions and have reported total levels of several hundred
milligrams per liter. The high quality NEIC analysis quantified

the n-alkanes at a total level of 1.4 mg/l. It was also was
estimated, based cn a total ion count for the chromatograms, that
the total concentrations of hydrocarbon materials in this sample
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was 70 rz/1, most of which could not be specifically identifiez,
Analyeis showel that 6E percent of the Cissolved organic carbon
in the NZ1C leachate sarmple could be attributed to organic acics.

In adcition to metal and organic pollutant level determination,
the concentrations of many other contaminants have been qQuantifiecd
in samples of OI1 leachate. The pH of the leachate has generally
been neutral or slightly basic. 0il and grease, chemical oxygen
demand, and suspended solids have been found in highly variable
concentrations with median values of 473 mg/1, 4,690 mg/1 and 628
mg/l, respectively. Dissolved solids levels have been more
consistent at mean and mecdian levels of approximately 11,500

mg/l. Armmonia levels in OlI leachate average approximately 820
ms/1l based upon the two sets of results reviewed.

Bazsel upon a review of the over 70 sets of available analytical

data characterizing Oll leachate, this wazste was found to have a
high strength character. The results were highly variable with
respect to levels of specific organic and inorganic constituents,
thus rmaking the ceterrmination of a "representative sample”™ of
leachate €ifficult. However, general catecories of pollutants

for which removal through treatment would be necessary are currently
identified as cil ans grease, metals, organics, ané sulfides.

Co-tinity Relations

kA history of the community relations activities at the Ol1 site,
the beckground on community involvement and concerns, and specific
corrents on the Feasibility Study and EPA's responses are found

in the attache2 Responsiveness Summary.

Alterraztives Evaluation

Remecdial Action Objectives:

The following objectives and considerations guided the formulation
of remedial action alternatives for management of leachate and other

hazardous liquids collected at 0Ol11I.

® The Remedial Action must be easily and rapidly implementable
and have the potential to be integrated into the final remedy
for the site.

® The alternatives must be flexible in order to manage both
short- and long-term variations in the leachate collection
rate and in the chemical characteristics of the leachate.

°® Remediel actions which included treatment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility
of OI1 lzuachate contaminants were preferred.
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Irnitial Screening cf Rliternatives:

EPA identified the following alternatives for managing
leachate and other hazardous liguids collected at the Operating
Industries, Inc. Superfund site.

¢ No Action

®* Off-site disposal without treatment
© Off-site treatment

® On=-site éisposal withoct treatment
® On~-site treatment

Of these alterratives, only on-site and off-site treatment
re-ainel after perforring the initial screening of alternatives
in the "leschate Manacement Feasibility Study, Operating Indus-
tries, Inc. Landfill Site", March 19E7.

The no-action alternative, which consists of termination
of purping from the Icusla wells, the surps in Areas 111 and
IV, an¢ the uncderground leachate collection tanks, would result
in overfloss ang off-site seepaze into nearby residential areas.
Uncontrclled seeps fror the south and southwest bouncdaries of
the lancdfill woulcd expose a potentially large number of people
living ané werking in the adjacent areas to Ol1 leachate. An
analysis of the target pollutants identified in the leachate
has indicatel that exposure to 0Oll leachate, leachate vapors or
leachate~contaminated soil by inhalation, dermal contact or
ingestion presents a potential human health hazard. The no-
action alternative would encanger the environment surrounling
the site by allowing leachate to contaminate air, soil, and
groundwater.

The off-site disposal alternative for the OIl site involves
the pumping of Iguala Wells, sumps, and underground tanks to
the above-ground storage tanks which would be hauled a2 minimum
of 200 miles in vacuum trucks to an off-site RCRA disposal
facility. This alternative was eliminated from further
consideration as its cost exceeds the costs of other alternatives
evaluated without providing greater protection of public health
and the environment. Additionally, off-site land disposal is
not a preferred method under CERCLA which establishes a preference
for response actions that use treatment, reuse, or recycling.
New EPA land disposal policy prohibits land disposal of dioxins
and solvents. Thus, off-site disposal of free liquids may not
be possible over the long-term. '

The on-site disposal alternative involves the continued
pumping of the ITguala wells, sumps, and underground tanks to
the above-ground storage tanks. The leachate is then pumped
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to on-site surface impoundments, On-site disposal will not
adequately protect public health and is not a preferred
alternative as volatile organic constituents present in the
leachate would pass into the atmosphere and pose a threat to
pearby communities. Additionally, there is a proposed California
state regulation forbidding the disposal of untreated hazardous
wastes into evaporation ponds which couléd prevent on-site disposal
over the long-term.

Two on-site treatment alternatives were eliminated due to
their failure to meet effluent discharge reguirements and/or
public health concerns. The first treatment alternative was
cevelopel as a minimel treatment process and included gravity
separatior or clarificeticn with discharge of effluent to the
LACSD sanitary sewage system, This alternative would remove
0il and grease but would not effectively remove soluble heavy
metals, s.ifides, cyarides, or water soluble organic constituents
which would conseguently be discharged to the saritary sewer.

The second eliminatel aliternative consisted of the gravity
separation, regic mix coszulant aciition, cissolved air flotation
and filtration process trzin followed by air stripping without
cff-gces treatment and granular activated carbon adsorption with
sewering of the effluent. This alternative would fail to treat
cff-cas frcm the air stripring tower. Transferring hazardous
substances from the liguid to gas phase is not a permanent
method of reducing the toxicity or mobility of these pollutants.
In aZ2lition, uncontrollel ermissicns could lead to further
degradation of air quality at the site and to the potential for
public health problers. For these reasons, this alternative
was eliminated frow further consideration.

& sumrary of the initial screening of alternatives is
presented in Table 1.

Detailed Fvaluation of Alternatives

Off-site treatment and four on-site treatment alternatives were
further evaluated based on the detailed evaluation criteria of

the "EPA 1985 Feasibilty Study Guidance"™ and the factors presented
in Section 121 (b)(1)(A~G) of SARA. These criteria are:

® Technical feasibility (performance, reliability,
implementability)

® Institutional considerations
¢ Protection of public health

® Environmental protection
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF INITIAL SCRFFNING OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative Results of Initial Screening Reason for Flimination

No Action Eliminated Potential adverse public health and
environmental effects

Off-site treatment Consider further S

Off-site disposal Eliminated Potential adverse public health
effects, EPA policy, p~rmanency,
cost

On-site disposal Eliminated Potential adverse public health

effects, permanency

On-site treatment

VA XA

Gravity separation sewer disposal Fliminated votential adverse health and

Alt.1
environmental effects, perrmanency

Gravity separation, coagqulation Consider further
addition, DAF, filtration, air

stripping with off-gas treatment

sewer disposal

Alt.2

Alt.3 - Same as Alt.2 with GAC replacing Consider further
air stripping/off-gas treatment

Alt.4 - Same as Alt.3 with air stripping Eliminated Potential adverse health effects,
without off-gas treatment added permanency
prior to GAC

Alt.5 - Same as Alt.4 with off-gas treat- Consider further ——
ment added

Alt.6 - Same as Alt.5 with UF/RO added and Consider further ————

reuse of efflyent
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®* Cost-effectiveness: Cost~effectiveness over the interinm
(5 year) period was evaluated.
The SAF: Section 121 (b)(1)(A-G) factors are:
A) The long-term uncertainties associated with land disposal.

B) Gozls, objectives, and requirements of the Solid
Waste Disposal Act.

C) The persistence, toxicity, mobility, and propensity to
stituents.

D) Short- an2 long-term potential for adverse health
effects from human exposure.

E) Lonz-term mainterance costs.

F) Pctential for future rermeiial action costs if the
alternative remedial action in Question were to fail.

G) Potentizl threat to huran hezlth and environment
associatel with excavation, transportation, and redisposel
Or conteéinment.

~i-¢ierm of Rlternatives

Off-site Treatment:

Off-site treatment is the method currently used to manage
leachate and other hazardous liquids generated at the OI1
site. Leachate is hauled by vacuum truck to an off-site
treatment facility where it is treated and the effluent
discharge? to the Los Angeles County Sanitation District
(LACSD) sewer system, Two facilities in Southern California
are currently permitted and capable of treating the leachate.
The treatment process used at one of these facilities is
illustrated in Figure 3.

On-site Treatment:

The on-site treatment alternative for managing 011
leachate involves the construction and operation of a leachate
treatment facility at the landfill site. The following four
alternative treatment plant configurations were evaluated for
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treatrent of the leachate:

Alternative §2

Gravity separation --> coagulant e#3dition =--> dis-
sclvec air flotation ~-> air stripping with vapor phase
carbon adsorption ... discharge

Alternative 43

Gravity separation -=>coagulant addition --> dissolved
2ir flotation --> filtration =-=-> ligquid phase granular
activated carbon adsorption ... discharge

Alternative 45

Gravity segeration =--> coagulant --> dissolved air
flotation ==>filtration --> air stripping with vapor phase
carbon adsorption =--> liguid phase granular activated
carbon adsorption ... discharge

Alternative ¢ 6

Gravity separation --> Jdissolved air flotation ==->
filtration =-=-> air stripping with vapor phase carbon
alZsorption =-=> liguid phase granular activated carbon ad-
sorption -=-> ultra-filtration --> reverse osmosis ..reuse

ard/or discharge

Description

The unit processes for removal of oil and grease and heavy
metals are the same for the four on-site treatment alternatives
(Alternatives 2,3,5 and 6). The processes for the removal of the
organic corpounds vary between on-site treatment Alternatives
2,3, and 5. A schematic of the Alternative 2 process train is
shown in Figure 4. Without granular activated carbon (GAC)
adsorption following air stripping, it is unlikely that the
treated leachate would consistently meet the requirements for
total toxic organic removal needed for an off-site wastewater
discharge permit. However, this alternative does reduce the
threat from the hazardous leachate and provides significant
protection to public health and welfare and the environment.

On-site treatment Alternative 3, as depicted schematically
in Figure 5, uses GAC adsorption without air stripping. The
carbon adsorption unit is utilized for the removal of both the
volatile and semi-volatile organics. Although the GAC unit may
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not efficiently remove small polar organic constituents, it is
likely that the treated leachate would consistently meet the
ARARS.

On-site treatment Alternative #5, shown in Figure 6, in-
cludes both air stripping and GAC adsorption. This process train
is configured in order to achieve a level of leachate treatment
that will attain discharge reguirements. Air stripping is addec
to reduce the organic load on the GAC unit and would extend
the life of the cerbon.

On-site treatment Alternative 6, shown schematically in
Figure 7, adés vitrafiltration and reverse osmosis to the pro-
cess train of on-site treatment Alternative #5. These units would
allow for the production of effluent of irrigation reuse gquality,
anl thus woolé exceel LACSD stancards.

The leachate treatment facilities discussed in previous
sections were sized to treat the liguids collected at a rate
cf approxiretely 10,000 gallons/day. 1In orcer to minimize
impacts of plart operations, plant operation is plannec for
40 hocrs per week an3d would operate on weekdays only during
daylight hours. 1If flow significently increases, the plant
woulcd have the capability of operating up to 24 hours per day.
A forty-hour week operating perioZ requires process units
capable of treating a flow rate of 30 gallons per minute (gpm).
The plant would be capatle of efficiently treating leachate in
a flow range of 15 to 35 gpr. Thus, the plant will have the
flexibility of hancling variations in the rate of leachate
collection from 7,200 gallons/day to 16,800 gallons/day over
an eight-hour workday. For planning purposes and consistency
with the final site remedly, flexibility will be incorporated
into the plant layout and space reguirements. The flexibility
will accomolate plant expansion to a 60, to a 90, and/or to a
120 gpm plant. Operation of a 120 gpm plant 24 hours per day
defines the maximum design capacity for the facility of 57,600
gallons/cay.

Evaluation

Off-site Treatment:

Off-site treatment was judged to be effective for the
treatment of OIl1 leachate and is readily implementable but the
long-term reliability of this alternative is questionable. The
CERCLA off-site disposal policy requires a RCRA inspection of
off-site treatment facilities every six months. 1If gignificant
vioclations are found at a facility, that facility can no longer
be used for treatment of the OII leachate. As a private
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enterprise, the off-site treatment facility could cease operation
at any tir:, especially if it becomes unprofitable. Costs of
leachate treatment at the facility are set by the company and are
obviously out of the control of EPA. If either facility becomes
unavailable for treatment in the future, an alternative off-site
treatment facility would need to be identified. Off-site treat-
ment might then reguire excessive haul distances and associated
increases in cost and risk. 1f no alternative facilities are
avaijlable, construction of an on-site treatment facility would
then be reguired. During design and construction of an on-site
treatment facility, on-site storage of significant volumes of
leachate may be necessary. Other leachate management options

may inclucde treatment off-site in violation of the CERCLA off-site
disposal policy or land disposal in potential violation of the
So0lid Weste Disposal Act.

Off-site treatment coulé expose the public to the potential
risk of direct contact with the leachate in the case of a
transportation accident involving spillage. Leachate spillage
at points cf lozding and unloaling poses the greatest risk,
however the public would not likely be directly exposed to
these spills. Resicduzls, such as ©il ang grease, sludges and
spent carbor are not as rigorously regulated at off-site treatment
facilities as they are at Superfund sites. Disposition of
these residuals could pose a potertial threat to huran health
ané the ervironment.

Srillage of leachaste during transport could result in
groundwater contaminatiorn or contamination of surface waters
such as the Los Angeles River ané the Rio Honcdo Coastal Basins
e~veading ground. In addition, off-site treatment was the most
costly alternative of those evaluated further. The present
worth cost of five years of off-site treatment was estimated at
approximately 6.8 million dollars.

On-site Treatment:

The four on-site treatment alternatives which underwent detailed
evaluation are all effective in reducing the mobility, toxicity and
volume of hazardous constituents in the OI1 leachate and could
be easily adapted to deal with variable leachate characteristics.
All the alternatives are commonly used in industry and in
leachate treatment. The on-site treatment facilitie would be
designed to maximize automation and is expected to have low
maintenance requirements. The unit processes are standard or
pre-packaged units and are readily implementable., All treated
effluent would be batch tested prior to discharge to insure
effectiveness and reliability of contaminant removal.

All of the on-site treatment alternatives would discharge
treated effluent to the LACSD sewerage system. This discharge
would be required to meet ;hetﬁischatge requirements of the LACSD.
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Any on-site alternative would be in full compliance with

all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of the
Clean Water Act (CwWa), and the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRr)., Sewering of effluent from any of the on-site

treatmert alternatives should have no measurable impact on the
receiving Joint Waeter Pollution Control Plant in Carson, California,
or thé receiving waters of the Pacific Ocean.

Industrial Wastewater Discharge permits (IWDP) would be
required from the local sewering agency (Monterey Park or
Montebello). The City of Monterey Park Sanitary Sewer and
Industrial waste Code requires approval of City Council prior
to issuance of an IWDP for discharge of landfill wastes into
the city sewer system. Discharge to local sewers in the City
of Mcontebello would reguire approval from that city.

Co-parison of Alternatives

Off-site treatment is more costly than any of the on-site
treatrent options at a cost of approximately $6.8 million for S
years cf treatment. 1t also poses the greatest potential for
spillace at points of loaiing and urloading and during transport.
Spillage cduring transport would pose the potential for direct
huran contact and envirornmental contamination. OQff-site treatment
hes the least long-terrm reliatility and the greatest potential
for increasecd future remecdial action costs.

The cost of on~-site treatment for a five-year period ranged
from $§3.8 to §5.1 million for the range of treatment processes.
All on-site treatrment alterratives would be constructed to
minimize the potential for spillage, ancd all spillage could be
contained within the facility. Leachate would be treated to
meet Cischarge stancdards, and any air erissions from these
alternatives would be controlled with best demonstrated available
technologies to protect public health ané the environment.
Concerns about leachate spillage during transport and long-term
reliability would be eliminated by choosing an on-site alternative.

Comparsion of On-site Treatment Processes:

Four different treatment processes, Alternatives 2, 3,
5, and 6, underwent detailed evaluation in the FS. Different
treatment processes were used to achieve varying degrees of
treatment, effectiveness, and efficiency. All four alternatives
include oil and grease separation, chemical addition, dissoclved
air flotation (DAF), and sand filtrstion as the initial treatment
processes. The oil and grease separation removes nonemulsified
0il and grease from the leachate. Setticable sludge solids are
also removed in this portion of :-he prr~2s:. Chemicals are
then mixed with the leachate to facilitate removal of emulsified
©il and grease and heavy metals. DAF i35 then used to remove
flocculated oil and grease which ure ski.mc: off the top of the
flotation tank and heavy metals uuich & voilected as sludges
at the bottom. Gravity sand fil::rs arc oued to capture floc
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ar.d other suspendel solids not removed by the DAF unit.

Alternative $2:

In alternative #2, air stripping is added to the treatment
process. Air stripping is a unit process in which liquid
and air are brought into contact to remove volatile substances
from the liguids (i.e., volatile organics anc sulfides).
Several volatile organic compounds, such as vinyl chloride,
found in OIl leachate have high Henry's Law constants, ané thus
would be realily removed. However, the presence of a complex
matrix of toxic organic substances in the leachate, including
less volatile pollutants such as phenols and phthalate esters,
could prevent an air stripping system alone from consistently
meeting LACSD standards for total toxic organics. For this
reason Rlternaztive #z was not considered as effective as alter-
natives employing both air stripping and granular activated
carbor aisorptien.

Alternative #3:

Alterriative #3 ermploys granular activated carbon (GAC)
alscrption fcllowing the initial treatment process. Activated
cartcrn rercves organic contarminants from water by the process
of adsorption. Activated carbon may not effectively remove the
steiler, pcler organic constituents in the leachate, such as
methylene chloride angd vinyl chloride, due to the existence of
a corylex organic matrix in the waste and the resulting
corpetitive alsorption effects. Alternative 43 should provide
orgcanic removal as reguired to meet the LACSD total toxic organic
effluent discherge lirmitation of 1.0 mg/l. The use of GAC
withoot an air-stripping unit would increase carbon usage due
to higher orgaric loa2a2ing and therefore increases cost due to
GAC replacement. For these reasons, Alternative §3 was not
considerel as effective as alternatives employing both air
strirring and GACZ units.

Alternative $5:

Alternative $#5 employs air stripping and GAC adsorption
after the initial treatment process. This system-provided
for improved protection of public health by capturing toxic
constituents present in off-gases from the air stripping tower
in the vapor phase carbon adsorption coclumn. By utilizing both
processes, this alternative is expected to achieve the LACSD
discharge reguirements for both vinyl chloride and total toxic
organics. This alternative should reduce carbon consumption
and associated costs.
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Alternative $¢€:

Alternative $6 adds ultra-filtration/reverse osmosis to
the Alternative #5 process train. This process would remove
total dissolved solids from one portion of the treated leachate
and concentrate it in the other portion, creating irrigation
quality wezter for use on site and a waste high TDS brine requiring
disposal in the LACSD sewer system. Due to the high concentration
of dissolved solics in the OI1 leachate, approximately 60%
waste brine and 40% irrigation g.ality water would be produced
per unit volume cof treated leachate processed by the UF/RD
unit. Due to the acdditional design reguirements and plant
maintenance activities associated with UF/RO and the adcitional
cost of approximately $500 thousand for 5 yrs of leachate
treztrent, Alternative 4#€ was not consicdered as effective as
Elterrative 45, Tetle Z presents a summary of the detailed
evelvaticrn cf alternatives.

..... -

_YEIS OF CN~EITE TEDETMENT FARTILITY

Description ¢f Alternatives:

In conesicdering the construction of a new treatment plant
at the CI1 len2f:il site, five potentially feasible locations
were icertifiel, The aprroxirate locations and direction arnd
distarnce to points of sewering are shown in Figure g .
Loceticn 2 is on the south parcel or an area south of the
existing GSF facility and flare station. Location B is on the
parcel nerth of the Porona Freeway. Location C is orn land
owned by Chevron Corgoration abutting the eastern boundary of
the lan3fill site in the city of Montebello. Location D is on
the top of the lanéfill. Location E is on Southern California
Ecdison Property acdjacent to the western boundary of the south
parce.

It is estimated that a site area of approximately 60,000
ft2 would be required to provide the space for a 30 gpm facility
with room for expansion to a2 120 gpm facility. 1In estimating
the size requirements, the following items were considered:

° Space for unit processes and influent and effluent
storage for a 120 gpm facility.

° Space for sludge handling.

* Provision for a clean area for the laboratory and
office and the unloading of chemical shipments.

° A decontamination area and an area for eqguipment wash-
down such as trucks leaving the sludge handling area.

The treatment plant processes and unit sizes are the same
for all locations and are based upon on-site Treatment
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Alternative $8.

Site Locaticr Considerations:

Locetion A was originally considered but was eliminated
because:

° Site is within 100 feet of residences in the City
of Montebello. Residences are concerned with the
proximity of this site location. Major concerns
are noise, odors, and safety.

® Construction of facility at this location may
ccrflict with space rejuirements for future remecisl
actions,

© ELite is minircr size needed for current design
specifications with no room for expansion.

o~ E is consicderei to be a feasible location for the
'INng reasons:

© Flat site locatesl several thousand feet frorm
resicential neighborhools.

© Facility will reccire approximately one acre out
of the 45-acre horth Parcel allowing for further
business developrent by City of Monterey Park on
property remairing after the Superfuné final remedy
is corrieted.

° Leachtate can be piped across the Pomona Freeway in
accorcdance with Caltrans regulations and reguirements.

© Site is availatle space on OII Superfund site
and therefore would present no acguisition or access
problems.

Location C was ultimately eliminated as a feasible
alternative due to the following:

* Would require the acquisition of approximately one
acre of land from the Chevron Corporation (not
including access road). Location is not located
on the OI1 Superfund site. Acquisition of land angd
administrative regquirements could delay implementation.

¢ Site would be located 3500' to 4000' from the
leachate collection tanks. Leachate line to the
plant site would be located close to the yards of
numerous residences in the City of Montebello.
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© City of Montebello is developing plans to acquire
this property from Chevron for light commercial
activities.

Locetion D was considered but was eliminated for the
following reasons:

© §Site would require 2 special geotechnical study to
determine a suitable location for the unit processes
and storace tanks.

® ¢6Special design considerations would be reguired to
accomodate anticipatec differential settling. The
locetions and magnitude of settling is not
precictable and coulé cause serious problems in
meinteining the integrity of the facility.

° Llocation may not be compatible with the final
revely for the site. Site could prevent or delay
impzlementation of future remecdial actions such as
ces control and finzl closure.

s at Location D would probably delay

ation of the treatment facility and
the firel remelial action process.

3 sociated with this location would

eliatility of a treatment facility.

Location E wae ultimately eiiminatel as a feasible alter-
native as:

¢ Site is located off-site of the 011 Superfund site.

® Coul?d result irn potential éisruption of Southern
Ce_ifornia Ecison power routing.

° Would reguire acquisition of land from Southern
Celifornia Ecdison. Preliminary discussions indicate
strong opposition from Edison company.

® Land acguisition and administrative requirements

could significantly delay implementation of the
remedial action.

SELECTED REMEDY

Description:

EPR's selected remedy for leachate management is on-site
treatment using the processes presented in Alternative ¢ 5 of
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the leachate Management Feasibility Study. The on-site treatment
facility will be usel to treat leachate and other hazardous
liguids collected at the OIl site during the period before the
final remecy for the site is implemented. The facility will be
constructed at location B located on the north parcel of the 0OI1l
site as presenteld in the Leachate Management Feasibility Study.
The treatment facility will be designed to provide the flexibility
require? to treat varying qualities of leachate and to allow

for expansion to treat increased volumes of hazardous liquids.
Treatment at the facility could continue after implementation

of the final remedy if it is included as part of that remedy.

The on-site treatment would be used during the interim
periol primarily as part of source control for treatment of
lezchate an2d condensate from the site. The plant could also be
used for certain RI deriveld wastes, i.e. decontamination water
anZ hydrozeology perp test water. Th plant has the potential
to be used for menagement of contaminant plume migration in the
future, if groundwater treatment is reguired.

The on-site treatment facility will be constructed as a 30
gezllor per minute plant with an operating range of 15 to 35
c2llons per minute The treatment plant process units will be
mocnted or incdividual concrete pads and configured to allow for
plant expernsion to 60 gpT, 90 gpm, arnd/or 120 gpm. The plant
will be constructed on approxirately 60,000 ft< to accommodate
future expansion to 120 gpm. 1Influent leachate storage of
100,000 gallons will be provided. Treatment plant effluent
will be batchel for testing prior to discharge to the
LACSD sewering. Appropriate noise and odor abatement features,
and landscaping will be incorporated into the design of the
treatment plant.

The five-year present worth cost of the selected remedy is
$4.6 million. This represents a capitol cost of $1.6
million ané an annual operations and maintenance cost of
approximately $700,000. The selected remedy is the most-
effective remedy since it is the least costly alternative which
should achieve ARARS.

Target treatment level:

, Leachate will be treated to achieve the Los Angeles County
San:tatzon_bxstrzct (LASCD) Discharge Requirements. Treated
effluent will be discharged to the Joint Water Pollution

Control Plant in Carson, CA. Table 3 lists the LACSD discharge
requirements.

Residuals:

I1f skimmed oil and grease are determined not to be h
the material will be.picged up by a waste o0il company. Igz:ggous,
skimmings are determined to be hazardous, they will be disposed
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TAELE 3
EFFLUET DISCHARSE LINITS
FOF
CETRALIZED HAZARDOUS WARSTE TREATMENT FACILITIES

LOS ANGELES COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT

Limitation (mg/1)
(maximum for any time)

1
o !

Parameter

Arsernic (totel) 3.0
Cazd~iur (tozal) 0.€¢
Chromiu~ (total) 2.77
Copper (tctall 3.38
LeaZ (tzotal: 0.€¢
Mercury (totan) 2.0
N.ckel (toual, 3.9¢8
Silver (totel) 0.43
Zinc (tcotal) 2.61
Cyen:de (total) 1.20
Sulfides (disscives: 0.1
Total toxic organics ° 1.0
0il anc greass 10.0
Vinyl Chioride 0.015%

. . [ I
RaZ.oactivity

‘’'Limitations for other organic parameters and metals will be set as
needed.

‘?'Total toxic organics (a list of 111 compounds specified by LACSD)
are to be analyzed using EPA Methods 601 and 602. Additional analysis

using EPA Method 625 may be required.

371 accordance with Title 17, California Administrative Code, Section
30287. Generally limited to 400 pCi/L above natural background.
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of at a RCRA facility in compliance with the CERCLA off-site
Cisposal policy.

Orice the carbon adsorptive capacity of the GAC units has
been fully utilized, the carbon would be disposed of or
regenerated. Pick-up of spent carbon and off-site regeneration
is a service freguently offered by suppliers of activated
carbon and would be used for this project.

Sludge is expected to be produced at a rate of approximately
0.5% by volume of total leachate. 1If the sludge is determined
to be hazardous, it will be disposed of off-site in compliance
with the CERCLR offsite disposal policy. Currently, hazardous
slulges produced through treatment of CERCLA wastes are haulec to
Crher-wzste in Arlingztcn, Oregon or USPCI in Murray, Utah. A
Celifcrnia facility may be available by the time a treatment
plant is constructc.

AT unit and the air stripper will be controlled with best
Cer-cnstraetel aveilatle technology. Vapor phase carbon
acsorptiorn ang therral destruction technologies will be evaluated
éuring the desicgn phese of the project. Emissions from the
facility will comply with South Coast Air Quality Management
Districts "New Source Review"™ reguirements which require posing
a risk of less than 10-¢ to the community.

The treatment facility is intended to be utilized until
implermentation of the final remedy for the site or until
EFA determines it is no longer needed for the treatment of
hazardous liguié fro~ the 0Il Superfund site at which time the
treatment facility would be dismantled. Only hazardous
liquid generated from the OI1 site would be treated at the facility.
The facility will be designed so that it can be integrated into
the final reredy if continuing treatment of hazardous ligquids

is regquired.

Statutory Determinations

Frotectiveness:

The treatment facility will be protective of public health
and the environment. Leachate will be piped directly to the
‘acility to reduce the risk to public health and environment
associated with truck transport of the leachate. Batch testing
of treated effluent will insure that discharge requirements are
‘zt. Air emissions from the facility will be controlled with
25t available technologies and will comply with SCAQMD regula-
~ions to achieve a risk level of less than 10-6, Residuals fror
“z treatment processes will be regulated under the CERCLA

f-3ite disposal policy. Construction of the facility will
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not pose any significant risk to the community or construction

workers. Safety features at the facility will be designed to
prevent cormrmunity exposure to leachate spills.

The facility will uvtilize proven processes and will be
reliable for both short- and long-term use. The potential neec
for replacement of this remedy is very low.

Consistency With Other Laws:

Federal ARARS

EF2 intends to comply with federal ARARs for ary off-site
or on-site treatrent cr Cisposal alternative for remecdial
actions taken at the Ol1 site. The majority of these
leaws are alrinistratel by State or local agencies. Subtitle C
of the Sclid Waste Disposal Act, entitled the Resource Conservation
arZ Recovery Act (RCF:), would apply to on-site or off-
site treatrment or dispcesal facilities.

Regulations for new facilities invelved in the treatment,
storage, or cdisposal of hazarcous wastes (40 CFR 264), developed
fro- RCR:, are aprlicatle tc any new on-site treatment facility
or surface impouniment.

The general pretreatment reguirements to the Federal Clean
Weter Act would apply to any alternative which involves the
ultimate disposal of collected Ol1 leachate, whether treated
untreated, to a putlicly-owred treatment works (POTW). Com-
pliance with these stancdards is enforced by the Los Angeles
County Sanitation District (LACSD).

The applicability of the Clean Air Act to-an on-site
treatment of disposal facility was determined to be applicable.
A new source review provision of the act would apply to any new
source of emissions and would be enforced by the SCAQMD.

State ARARs

Applicable or relevant and appropriate state requirements
as well as local reguirements for an on-site or off-site leachate
treatment or disposal facilities were identified. It is the
intent of the EPA to comply with state ARARs for any on-site
or off-site treatment or disposal alternative. These ARARs were
based on input from the California Department of Realth Services
(DOKS), California Waste Management Board (CWMB), Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts (LACSD), South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) and the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (CWQCB).

The California Department of Health Services implements the
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Californie RIFA prograr which would apply to remedial alternatives
involving the treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous wastes.
The California RCR: program is very similar to the federal RCR2
program. Regulations are codified under Title 22 of the California
Administrative Code.

The Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD), along
with the local city sewering agency, regulates discharges to
its sanitary sewer system, which serves the area surrounding
the OI1 site. The LASCD sets effluent discharge standards
which must be met for liquid waste discharges to their sewer
syster in order to assure compliance with the Federal Clean
Water Act. 1In order to obtain approval for connection to the
off-site sanitary sewerage syster from the local sewering
acency (Monterey Park or Montebello) and LACSD, hydraulic
capacity must be available and waste treatment capable of
consistertly meeting discharge limitations must be providec.
The LACSD discharge lirmitations for any treatment facilities
2re presentel in Table 4.

The So-th Coast Air Queality Management District regulates
erissions to the atmosphere. Several specific provisions have
been identifield which would apply to on-site remedial actions
at OI1. Rule 472, entitle2 the nuisance provision, is a general
protibition azeinst excessive erissions which could cause
aiverse effects including odors. Regulation 13 is a new source
revie~ provision which manlates that the net ermissions from any
new source cannot exceel 75 pounés of organics per day.

Cost-effectiveness and Utilization of Permanent Solutions:

The selected remely offers the best combination of
effectiveness, implementability, and cost in comparison to the
other alternatives. This is the least costly alternative which
snould achieve ARARs. 1t offers the same or greater, degree of
protection and reliability than any of the other alternatives.
All treatment process are proven technologies and can be readily
implemented. Off-site leachate treatment would continue as part
of the Site Control and Monitoring Operable Unit Remedial
Action during the construction of the selected remedy.

The selected remedy is cost-eifective and utilizes treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
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